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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION
It has been well-established that people adjust their speech
according to many variables of the communication situation. Participants
are one of these variables, and a wide variety of sociolinguistic and
psycholinguistic research has established that speech changes as the
audience changes. Adult speakers of a language may feel the need to
modify their "normal" language to make themselves understood to
certain types of listeners. Such listeners include, among others, the
elderly, the young, and foreigners. Native speakers* modified speech to
less thM fully proficient nonnative speakers, or foreigner talk (FT)
(Ferguson, 1975) as it is commonly called, is just one type of modified
speech which has received wide attention in the field of second language
acquisition research. The present study was undertaken to examine the
linguistic and discourse adjustments made by native speakers of English
in teaching a subject in a content area to nonnative speakers of English in
the tutoring situation. This chapter will review the general trend of
development in the field of native and nonnative communication since
the 1970*s and present a brief statement of the questions addressed in
this study.
General Review of Previous Work
The amount of research conducted on communication between
native and nonnative speakers (NS-NNS) has expanded impressively over
the past ten years or so. Researchers have conducted tests, experiments
and observational studies on learners from a variety of age groups and
language backgrounds in various situations. These studies have been
undertaken with the hope that they would provide insight into the
overriding question in language acquisition studies: How does one leam a
second language?
As a review article by Hakuta and Cancino (1977) shows, most early
research on NS-NNS communication in second language acquisition
(SLA) was product oriented, that is, focused primarily on the leamer*s
linguistic output. However, starting in the mid-1970's, and inspired by
work on "motherese," language addressed by adults to babies and yoimg
children learning their first language, increasing attention has beeri paid
to the characteristics of language addressed to the learner, or linguistic
input. Later studies, including most of the investigations on NS-NNS
interactions conducted in the 1980's and early 1990*s, have shifted to
features of the interaction between native and nonnative speakers,
sometimes referred to as "foreigner talk discourse" (FTD) (Hatch, 1978;
Larsen-FVeeman, 1985).
Most of the efforts in the "output" research phase in second
language acquisition went into describing sjoitactic forms in learner's
speech and arguing about whether they were due to mother tongue
interference or not. Morpheme counts, as a way of looking at the
acquisition of form in a second language, comprised the bulk of the
studies (Bailey, Madden & Krashen, 1974; Dulay & Burt, 1974; Larsen-
Freeman, 1975). These researchers outlined a developmental hierarchy
for morphemes in the speech of second language learners. Another area
of investigation which again looked at the learner's production of form
was the study of the development of the AUX system, particularly in
negative and question formation (Hatch, 1974; Milon, 1974). A
developmental sequence again was recognized for second language
learners and a number of explanations were given in terms of similarities
to first-language acquisition and universal operating principles
(Slobin.1970). Thus, product-oriented researchers found considerable
evidence for systematicity to language learning.
However, while these researchers found some regularity in
language development, they were unable to develop a satisfactory model
to describe and explain the process by which language is learned. Hatch
(1978) pinpointed the reason for this failure and suggested that if we
wanted to say anj^hing interesting about learner output, we would have to
look at the target language input with which the learner has to work.
Thus in the late 1970*s and early 1980's, following pioneering research
in first language acquisition by Ferguson (1975), second language
acquisition researchers began to focus on the nature and role of input to
the second language learner rather than on the nature of the output
produced by the second language learner.
While input studies are ultimately concerned with how learners use
input in constructing the second language system, preliminaiy work has
attempted to characterize the nature of input of native speakers in
addressing nonnative speakers. Is it different from the language
addressed to native speakers and if so, is this difference qualitative or
quantitative?
Most of the early input studies dealt with the linguistic adjustments
made by native speakers (NS) when addressing nonnative speakers
(NNS), describing input primarily from a lexical, morphological, S5nitactic
and phonological point of view. (For review, see Hatch, 1983; Long,
1983) The focus was placed on isolating specific features of the linguistic
input to the learner that are presumed to enhance perception and
comprehension of input data and hence influence the rate or manner of
acquisition of the target language. Certain patterns have emerged in the
findings of these studies. Most obvious among them is the native
speaker's tendency to use a "simplified" version of their language,
characterized by such features as clearer articulation, shorter utterances,
lower sjmtactic complexity, greater repetition and restatement.
avoidance of low frequency lexical items and idiomatic expressions, and
sometimes ungrammaticality (Arthur et al.,1980: Chaudron, 1983a;
Freed, 1980; Gaies, 1977; Henzl, 1979).
The theoretical claim that "comprehensible input" is a necessity
for second language acquisition (Krashen, 1981) has stimulated research
on how learners come to comprehend language which they do not
initially understand. At one time it was thought that the simplified
version of a language known as foreigner talk, which native speakers
naturally provide to nonnative speakers, might be the source of beneficial
input since it came in a form which allowed learners to understand
messages in the second language. However, as Hatch (1978) and Long
(1981a) have argued, the provision of simplified input, by itself, is not the
key to comprehension of second language material. What they proposed,
and what many others since have supported, is that comprehension is
best facilitated by negotiation of meanings which occurs when native
speakers and nonnative speakers are involved in meaningful social
interaction. In this view, what benefits language learners most is input
made comprehensible in interaction (Gass & Varonis, 1985a: Long, 1983;
Pica, 1989; Varonis & Gass, 1985).
This view suggests that simply counting native-speaker adjustments
will not provide a complete picture of how input is made comprehensible
and may, on occasion, be inaccurate. Thus later research in the 1980's
and early 1990's has focused less on the simplification in NS input and
more on the negotiation between NS and NNS, examining such
interactional features as confirmation checks, comprehension checks,
clarification requests, expansions and repetitions, as well as topic
treatment. The purposes of these devices, as proposed by Long (1983),
are to avoid conversational trouble and to repair the discourse when
trouble occurs.
A few initial attempts have been made to examine the relationship
between comprehensible input and second language acquisition
(Chaudron, 1983a; Ellis, 1985; Krashen, 1981; Lightbown & d'Anglejan,
61985; Long, 1981a, 1985; Pica, 1989; Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle,1982;
Wong-Fillmore, 1985). All these studies acknowledge the importance of
this relationship and the potential influence of modifications in input and
interaction on the learner's acquisition of a second language, but none of
them have found any hard evidence to claim any direct relationship
between input and output.
In review of the general trend of the research conducted in the
field of native and nonnative communication since the 1970's, three
stages of development have been identified: early studies on the learner's
linguistic output, later research on the native speaker's modified
linguistic input, and recent investigation on the modified interaction
between native and nonnative speakers.
Statement of Problem
Although interethnic communication has become the subject of
considerable attention and a large body of research has been conducted
on it in the past ten years or so, there has been some inconsistency in
the findings of the previous research. For example, some studies have
found that simplification does not necessarily result in ungrammaticality
and less syntactic complexity (Fillmpre, 1976; Freed, 1978; Steyaert,
1977). Further empirical studies are needed to test those results on
learners of different age groups and language backgrounds as well as in
various situations. Another limitation of the previous interethnic studies
is that very few have provided control data which systematically compare
interethnic conversation with conversations between speakers of the
same ethnic identity, and even fewer have made these comparisons for
similar tasks and settings. For example, Gaies (1977) compared ESL
teachers* classroom speech to their speech with linguistic peers in non-
teaching situations. Consequently, little is known about whether the
features identified in NS-NNS interaction occur only interethnically or
are simply more salient when speakers are from different ethnic
backgrounds. Moreover, compared with the large amount of work done
on the linguistic and conversational adjustments made by native speakers
in NS-NNS communication, little attention has been paid to the
normative speakers and the influence of their relative level of target
language proficiency on the quality and quantity of native speakers' input
to them.
In view of these gaps in the previous research, the present study
was undertaken to examine the linguistic (input) and discourse
(interaction) adjustments made by native speakers of English in teaching
a subject in a content area to nonnative speakers of English.
Conversations in an informal one-to-one tutoring situation were arranged
between English-speaking tutors and nonnative students of both high and
low level English language proficiency. Samples of speech between
English-speaking tutors and English-speaking students were used for
comparative purpose. The purposes were to find what types of
adjustments native-speaking tutors made in teaching nonnative students
and whether the modifications were dependent on the manifested level
of language proficiency of the nonnative students. The study is important
8because tutoring forms part of academic life in educational institutions.
Native-speaking teaching assistants are frequently seen tutoring
nonnative students in labs and offices at universities. However, to date,
no data have been collected in this particular area. Therefore, the
language used by native-speaking tutors should receive due attention in
the field of NS-NNS communication. It is hoped that the research results
in this new setting might not only examine previous hjrpotheses and
findings on NS-NNS communication from a new perspective but also
throw light on the issue of native-speaking tutors* language input which
might best facilitate nonnative students' comprehension.
CHAPTER n. LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter begins with a discussion of the concept of
simplification and comprehensibility, a theoretical issue closely related to
the study of NS-NNS communication, and then reviews research
characterizing NS-NNS communication.
Simplification and Comprehensibility
Building on a number of works showing that native speakers
simplify their speech to nonnatives in various contexts (Hatch, 1978;
Meisel. 1977; Gaies, 1977; Freed, 1978; Chaudron, 1979), Chaudron
(1983a) proposed that the simplified accommodations to the learner
improve the learners' chances to comprehend the meaning of the speech
addressed to him/her. In order to understand the relationship between
simplification and comprehensibility. what needs first to be determined
is exactly what constitutes simplification of a complex code in speech
accommodation. This section first examines the notion of simplification,
then identifies three types of simplified registers related to first and
second language acquisition, and finally discusses the relationship
between simplified input and comprehensible input, with the hope of
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shedding light on how simplified registers might enhance second
language acquisition.
The notion of simplification
The question of what constitutes simplicity and simplification in
language and language description has been a perennial issue in
linguistics, as in other disciplines, with little consensus concerning the
answer. Studies of foreigner talk have considered, for example, the
degree to which phonology and morphology are regularized (Henzl,
1974), the use of limited vocabulary (Henzl, 1974; Chaudron, 1979), the
use of canonically ordered clauses (Freed, 1978), and avoidance of
subordination (Gaies, 1977; Freed, 1978; Chaudron, 1979), as measures
of simplicity at different levels of analysis. In some ways, linguistic
simplicity involves materials which are less varied, more common, and
structurally more elemental or regularized than normal language usage.
Yet disputes will inevitably arise, for analyses will differ in their
assumptions as to underlying linguistic structures or derivations, and
consequently as to which structures are the simplest linguistically.
Meisel (1977) points out, for example, that within a transformational
framework
there are a number of criteria for simplicity which apparently
cannot be tied together into just one definition . . .
1. Simplification of surface structure, e.g., fewer elements
occurring.
2. Derivational simplification, calculating the number of rules and
possibly also taking into account the kind of rules applied.
3. Simplification of underlying structure, e.g.. fewer constituents
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being introduced by the Phrase Structure Grammar.
4. Psychological simplification computed on the basis of processing
time, memory span, number of errors, etc.
5. Perceptual simplification, facilitating the process of decoding an
utterance, e.g.. by non-violation of perceptual strategies.
. . . Simplification is used in many different and sometimes
contradictory ways as illustrated by the following two examples:
~ additional rules may be needed to reduce the number of surface
elements, thus complexifying the derivational history of the
sentence: also this reduction could entail perceptual complexify if
too much information is lost.
~ additional surface elements, possibly introduced by additional
rules, may result in more explicit and therefore simpler
constructions viewed from the standpoint of the listener who has to
decode the utterances. (88-89)
There arises the difficult question of whether linguistic simplicity,
by whatever definition, amounts to the same thing as cognitive simplicity.
Trying to solve this problem, Ferguson [1977), in discussing baby talk
(BT), contrasted simplifying modifications (meaning some form of
linguistic simplicity) with clarifying modifications, or cogrutively more
redundant speech. The former refers to the processes which omit
material, reduce irregularity, or make sound-meaning correspondences
more transparent to make utterances easier to perceive, understand, or
produce. The latter modifications that seem also to make the language
easier are not simplifying in the same sense, but are "clarifying", i.e., they
add redundancy to the message by such means as increasing the
substance, supplying material that is normally omitted, or separating
elements normally fused in some way. Such modifications as repetition of
words, reduplication within words, adding a subject you to imperatives,
pronouncing carefully syllable by syllable, saying day after today for
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tomorrow, or using full forms for contractions are examples of clarifying
processes that occur in English baby talk and foreigner talk. Therefore,
the concept of simplicity in language should include, at the least, both
linguistic simplicity and cognitive simplicity.
Types of simplified registers: baby talk fBTl. forei^er talk fFTl. and
teacher talk fTTl
Ferguson (1971) hypothesized that speech communities tend to
have conventional varieties of simplified speech which are regarded by
the speakers as appropriate for use when the hearers do not have full
understanding of the language. Several such simplified registers that first
and second language learners are apt to come into contact with have been
identified and studied: baby talk (BT), foreigner talk (FT), and teacher
talk (TT). These varieties share certain features but differ in others and
hence merit separate discussion. The major theoretical justification for
the study of varieties of simplified speech is the insight they might give
to the general theories of language acquisition.
The kind of simplified register that has been most intensively
studied is baby talk (BT), "the particular register or style of language used
primarily by adults speaking with babies or young children, who do not
have full adult competence in the language" (Ferguson, 1981, pp 9-10). A
great deal of literature confirms that the speech directed to children
acquiring their first language is different from adult NS-NS speech. It is
known to exhibit the following characteristics: slow, exaggerated
enunciation; high overall pitch; exaggerated intonation contours; full
vowels for reduced vowels and some vowel lengthening; simplification of
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consonant clusters: short, well-formed sentences: little or no embedding:
many questions and imperatives: frequent use of devices for attention and
feedback of words, phrases, and sentences: use of the first person plural
pronoun for second person singular pronoun: restricted vocabulary: and
limited range of topics (i.e. the "here and now") (Ferguson, 1975).
The primary function of BT is to communicate with children, to
control their behavior, and to make them understand what the adults are
saj^ng (Ferguson, 1977: Freed, 1980). Like other simplified registers.
BT is structured in response to the need for improved communication
when one of the participants has only limited ability to use language
normally. By neglecting some of the complications of normal speech and
modifying it in other ways which clarify it and adjust it to the child's
ability, caretakers make BT more intelligible than normal adult speech
and thus more effective in directing child's behavior. A possible
secondary function of BT is that it may implicitly help children leam the
language (Ferguson, 1977). Krashen (1981) proposes that children's
language ability progresses because they can understand language that is a
little beyond them. Adult speech is not "finely tuned" to children's
language ability, i.e., the complexity of adult speech does not grow in
exact proportion to children's competence. It may be "roughly tuned" to
children's level: positive, but not always significant correlations may exist
between the complexity of adult speech and linguistic maturity in
children. Empirical studies (Broen, 1972: Cross, 1977) do find evidence
of "rough tuning" of adult speech to children in speech rate, lexicon,
well-formedness, length, and prepositional complexity. Adults generally
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make certain simplifications and gradually restore the complexity as the
children's language progresses. This "rough tuning" of adult speech may
be helpful for child's language acquisition.
Another simplified register that is more directly relevant to the
concerns of this study is that of foreigner talk (FT), which has been
defined by Krashen (1981) as "the simplified input native speakers may
give to less than fully competent speakers of their language in
communicative situations" (p.121). There exists a large body of research
devoted to studies of FT. Certain patterns have emerged in the findings
of these studies. Most obvious among them is native speakers* tendency
to simplify their speech in various ways. Summarizing the findings of
previous studies in FT. Hatch (1983) found four areas of differences
between standard English and FT. In phonology, FT is characterized by a
slow rate of delivery, loudness, clear articulation, long pauses, few
reduced vowels and contractions, emphatic stress, and exaggerated
pronunciation. In lexis, it is marked by use of high frequency vocabulary,
little slang and few idioms, few pronoun forms, and substitutions of
difficult lexical items by S5monyms or paraphrases. In syntax, FT is
characterized by short utterances, simple prepositional syntax, and left
dislocation of topics. In discourse, the characteristics that have been
identified include repetition, expansion and restatement, frequent use of
yes/no, or-choice and tag questions, use of "interrogative" style, simple
treatment of topics, and frequent use of clarification requests,
confirmation checks, and repairs. It should be noted that this is not an
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exhaustive list of characteristics of FT and not all NS-NNS interactions
show all these aspects of FT.
Two suggested functions of FT are that it promotes communication
and that it acts as an implicit teaching mode (Hatch, 1983). Presimiably,
these functions are based on the idea that FT is a simplified register of
speech that allows learners to gain entty to native speaker speech at
their level of competency; it allows them to comprehend speech that
would otherwise be beyond their linguistic competency.
Comparisons have been made between the two special registers of
FT and BT, It has been suggested (Freed, 1981) that their linguistic
features are almost identical. Both are characterized by frequent pauses,
limited vocabulary, brevity, repetition, restatements, expansions, and
repairs. However, while BT and FT appear quite similar in terms of
syntactic adjustments, they are quite different in terms of their functional
meaning in context. Whereas sjnitactic adjustments are made in
response to linguistic deficiencies, functional adjustments are made to
perceived cognitive limitations and status differences. While linguistic
limitations are characteristic of both young children and foreign adults,
they are only one of the attributes which speakers respond to. Young
children, in addition to being linguistically insufficient, are socially
immature and cognitively limited as well. Foreign adults, on the other
hand, are not by definition of inferior status to native speakers, and their
cognitive capacity is presumably equal to that of native adult speakers. A
major functional intent of BT is the directing of child's behavior. Thus
BT contains an unusually high proportion of imperatives and questions.
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By contrast, the primaiy functional intent of FT, which contains a large
percentage of declaratives, is the exchange of information. Another
functional difference between BT and FT is that conversation between
adults tends to include reference to the past, present and future while
child-directed conversation is more limited to the here and now (Hatch,
1978).
Interest in classroom discourse and in language variability in
specific educational domains has led to the study of FT in the classroom
situation, commonly known as teacher talk (TT). Henzl (1974) suggests
that TT be treated as a linguistic subsystem of simplified speech that can
be defined
(1) by rules of linguistic simplification similar to those of the
Foreigner Talk and Baby Talk Registers, and
(2) by constraints imposed by the social setting, which is the norm
of the standard language used in a classroom communication.
(207)
Thus TT refers to the classroom language that accompanies exercises,
the language of explanations in second/foreign language or in subject area
classrooms, and the language of classroom management.
A number of studies (Chaudron, 1978, 1979; Ellis, 1985; Fillmore,
1985; Gaies, 1977; Henzl, 1974, 1979; Kleifgen, 1985; Long & Sato,
1983; Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1982; Wesche & Ready, 1985) have
been conducted to discover the characteristics and patterns of the
language variety used by teachers in talking to normative students both in
second/foreign language teaching and regular content area classroom
situations. The research findings reveal that the type of modifications in
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teachers' speech are in many respects similar to the features of FT
described in the literature. Great efforts to simplify are made by teachers
when they are faced with nonnative speakers of the classroom linguistic
medium. In talking to foreign students, the teachers introduce a small
set of basic and stylistically neutral vocabulary, but utilize the words
maximally by constant repetitions. The S3Titactic patterning is simple:
the teachers speak in short basic sentences with present tense,
indicative verbs, and simple morphology. Their pronunciation is
pedantically slow and rather loud with few reduced vowels.
Comprehension is aided by gesticulation, frequent use of concrete objects
in the classroom, and simulation of events as they are described.
However, in contrast to linguistic simplification and discourse
strategies described in FT outside of the classroom, the patterning of TT
is constrained by the social rules of the classroom setting. These rules
allow the teachers to reduce the complexity of their speech only to the
point where the simplification is still admissible by the native speaker's
grammar. The classroom language used by teachers is typically
grammatically well-formed and appropriate. Examples of copula deletion
or occurrences of uninflected verb forms, both of which are common in
FT outside of the classroom, have not been reported in TT. Similarly, in
their selection of words, the teachers use basic vocabulary, but never
words which are not part of the lexicon of the standard variety of the
particular language. Since the purpose of TT is to convey information and
to teach skills, it tends to be more precise, more expository, and more
highly prepositional than ordinary talk.
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Fillmore (1985) suggests that the language used by teachers in
instructional events serves at least two major functions. It is the means
by which teachers impart to their students the information and skills
they are supposed to be learning in school, and it also serves as the
linguistic input on which these students can base their learning of the
target language.
An analysis of the three types of simplified registers related to first
and second language acquisition shows that BT, FT and TT share
identical features in terms of linguistic adjustments which are made in
response to language deficiencies of nonnative speakers. A comparison of
functional uses of BT, FT and TT reveals that they are quite different,
with BT serving the major function of directing child's behavior. FT that
of exchanging information, and TT that of imparting knowledge and skills
to students, although all of them act as either explicit or implicit
teaching modes. It might be that functional adjustments are made in
accordance with an aggregate of variables such as age. purpose of
communication, cognitive ability, relative status, relationship between
speakers, topics, etc. This suggests that modifications of speech style are
more communicatively than linguistically based. That is. speakers elect
to use certain types as opposed to others based on conversational need.
Therefore, a comprehensive analysis of any simplified register has to take
both linguistic and interactional features into consideration.
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Simplified input and comprehensible input
While much descriptive work remains to be done, a good deal is
already known about native speakers' linguistic and conversational
adjustments to nonnative speakers of different age groups in various
contexts. (For review, see Hatch, 1983 and Long, 1983) Consequently
some researchers have begun to study the effects of different kinds of
input and conversational experience on second language development.
This research will ultimately help determine the scope of learner and
environmental contributions to SLA and hence will be influential in
shaping SLA theory. Its findings will also have implications for a number
of applied concerns, such as bilinguEil and immersion education, syllabus
design, teaching methodology, and the preparation of simplified reading
materials.
Since the fact that native speakers simplify their speech to
nonnative speakers has been well documented, the hypothesis has been
put forth that native speaker's simplified accommodation to the learner
will help improve the learner's chances of comprehending the meaning
of the speech addressed to him/her and hence influence the learner's
route and rate of SLA (Chaudron, 1983b). Unfortunately, there has been
little second language research on the effects of linguistic and
conversational adjustments on comprehension and SLA development.
The "Input Hypothesis" put forward by Krashen (1980, 1983,
1985) has questioned the validity of the previous "Simplified Input
Hypothesis," It claims that humans acquire language in only one way —
by understanding messages, or by receiving "comprehensible input." In
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other words, the development of Interlanguage, "the language system
that the learner constructs out of the linguistic input to which he has
been exposed" (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991, p.60), occurs by learners
being exposed to target language syntax, lexis, phonology, discourse, etc.,
which is at a more advanced status (i + 1) than their current stage of
interlanguage (i), but which is comprehensible to the learner. However,
input for acquisition need not focus on i + 1. but oiily needs to contain it.
Stage i + 1 will be supplied, and naturally reviewed, when the learner
obtains enough comprehensible input. The ability to understand items
not yet in the interlanguage grammar derives, Krashen maintains, from
the speech adjustments made to learners and the learners* use of
linguistic and extralinguistic context, knowledge of the world, and
previously acquired linguistic competence. Krashen stresses that the
learner's focus of attention during this process is not on the form but on
the message being communicated.
Krashen (1980) supports the "Input H3rpothesis'' by comparing FT
with BT. While there is no direct evidence showing that BT is more
effective than unmodified input, the Input Hypothesis predicts that BT
will be very useful for the child. First, it is, or aims to be,
comprehensible. The "here and now" feature provides extralinguistic
support that aids the learner in understanding language containing 1+1,
BT is "roughly tuned** to the child's current level of linguistic
competence, not "finely tuned". Roughly tuned BT covers the child's i +
1. but not exclusively. All these features of BT are consistent with
Krashen*s Input Hypothesis,
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It is also pointed out (Krashen, 1980) that there is a close similarity
between BT directed at first language acquirers and FT, modified speech
directed at second language acquirers, and its classroom version TT. As
is the case with BT, FT and TT modifications are not made for the
purpose of language teaching, but are for communication. Also, they
appear to be roughly tuned to the level of the second language performer
(Freed. 1980; Gaies, 1977). These simplified codes may therefore
function for second language performers as BT does for children.
According to Krashen, the essential ingredient for language
acquisition is not simplified iriput but comprehensible input containing i
+ 1, structures slightly beyond the acquirer's current state of
competence. It should be emphasized that the Input Hypothesis does not
predict that simplified input is necessary for acquisition. It does predict
that simplified input will be helpful when it provides the acquirer with 1
+ 1 in context that makes the message comprehensible. Simplification of
input may or may not help acquisition. First, simplification does not
always result in increased comprehensibility. While some studies have
found that simpler input means more comprehensible input (Marks et al.,
1974), other studies have shown either very small gains in
comprehensibility (Williams, 1968) or no differences (Johnson. 1981).
The Input Hypothesis predicts that when simplification does help, it
does so by removing i + n, rules beyond the acquirer's i + 1, making the
input more comprehensible. As Long (1983) points out,
oversimplification can delay acquisition by den5dng the acquirer i + 1.
Thus, in studying the adjustments made by natives to nonnatives, it is not
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enough to identify simplified input only. A further step should be taken
to examine whether the simplified input would facilitate comprehension
of the learner.
It has been pointed out by Larsen-Freeman & Long (1991) that,
although Krashen's Input Hypothesis makes claims about what are
potentially usable data for SLA, it says nothing about how the data are
actually used. In fact, the Input Hypothesis is untestable. Krashen (1984)
himself recognizes that the constructs i and i + 1 in Input Hypothesis are
unoperationalizable, given the state of knowledge of interlanguage studies.
There has been little, if any, research that lends empirical support to
Krashen's theory. This is because Krashen assumes a heavy innate
endowment to handle acquisition, which is manifested in Krashen's
(1985) claim:
If input is understood, and there is enough of it, the necessary
grammar is automatically provided . . . input is the essential
environmental ingredient . . . [but] there is a significant
contribution of the internal language processor (Chomsky's
Language Acquisition Device: LAD). (2-3)
Undoubtedly, more empirical rese^ch in this area is called for to test
Krashen's theory.
Summary of Previous Research on NS-NNSCommunication
This section begins with a classification of studies on NS-NNS
communication since 1974 according to the language(s) studied, the
method of data collection, and the age of speaker and hearer. It is
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followed by a summary of both linguistic and interactional features of
modified input to NNSs.
Classification of studies on NS-NNS communication
A large number of studies have looked at the linguistic and
conversational adjustments made by native speakers as they communicate
with nonnative speakers. Long (1981a), in a review article, has classified
such studies into four categories according to the method used to obtain
data. Some investigations have been indirect, using introspective
judgements of what native speakers think they would do in an imaginary
situation, others have looked at NS-NNS conversation in natural settings,
a third group has involved arranged conversations in quasi-laboratory
conditions, and a fourth has dealt with the classroom speech of teachers
instructing students in a second language. Following Long, Table 1 lists
the studies grouped according to the kind of data treated. The list is not
an exhaustive one as it only includes the studies summed up in Long
(1981) and others conducted since 1981 which are related to the
present study.
Introspection, as a traditional research method in psychology,
requires the learners to examine their own behavior with guidance from
the researcher. It has been used to obtain insight into SLA. This method
was also employed by early researchers in NS-NNS communication to
elicit data from native speakers about what they thought they would do in
addressing nonnative speakers in an imaginary situation (Ferguson. 1975;
McCurdy, 1980; Meisel, 1977). Ferguson (1975), for example, reported
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an indirect study of FT conducted in a sociolinguistics class at Stanford.
Students were asked to rewrite ten English sentences as they would use
them in addressing a group of illiterate non-Europeans who spoke a
language other than English, Based on his analysis of the students'
responses, together with some examples of NS-NNS conversations from
literary fiction. Ferguson hypothesized that there was a conventional FT
for English and produced a list of features he suggested as characteristic
of it. His findings were subsequently confirmed by several other
researchers employing the same or similar elicitation procedures
(McCurdy,1980: Meisel, 1977). One advantage of this method is that it
could lend insight into the conscious thought processes of the reporter
which would otherwise be inaccessible to the researcher. However,
there exists some question about the validity of such self-report data.
Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) suggests that SLA researchers who
challenge the validity of introspective insights do so because they
question whether these self-reports would truly represent what is
transpiring within the reporter. This limitation may partially explain why
later researchers have shifted their methods of data collection mainly to
natural observations and controlled experiments.
Following the pioneering study by Ferguson (1975) which
hypothesized that there existed a conventional FT in English, there
appeared a large body of studies of spontaneous NS-NNS communication
in natural settings, such as in a department store, in factories, between
young children at play, in government offices, in service encounters, and
in other spontaneous interactions (Clyne, 1978; Freed, 1978, 1980,
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1981; Gaskill, 1980; Hirvoren, 1985; Katz, 1977, 1981; Lightbown &
d'Anglejan, 1985; Ramamurti, 1977; Snow et al,, 1981; Varonis & Gass,
1985). A typical example was the 1981 study by Snow et al. which
recorded twenty-eight conversations between five Dutch NS and twenty-
eight foreigners in two government offices in Holland. It was found that
in extended conversations between foreigners and native speakers who
had frequent contact with foreigners, the native speakers* tendency to
use FT correlated significantly with the foreigners' tendency to make
certain mistakes. The degree to which FT was used and the kind of FT
used were correlated to some extent with the language skill of the
foreigner being addressed. It seems logical to assume that the use of
naturally observed data is superior to elicited data and data collected in
controlled experiments in that the subjects are less conscious of their
speech and thus tend to produce spontaneous samples of talk which are
ideal data for analysis. But there are questions about whether data
gathered in "natural" observational studies are in fact natural. The mere
presence of an observer or recording instrument might force the subjects
to attend more to what they say than they might if the observer or the
recording instrument is not present. Another drawback of using naturally
observed data is that if the researcher is studying particular linguistic or
conversational features, he/she might have difficulty obtaining the data
needed in a reasonable amount of time.
The third group of studies, which form the main body of NS-NNS
research, has involved controlled experiment in quasi-laboratory
conditions. Conversations are arranged with pairs or groups of speakers
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for certain research purposes. The data collected in this way are
referred to as "artificial" as opposed to the data observed in natural
settings. Three factors contribute to the artificiality of these
conversations: (1) conversations are arranged with speakers who
otherwise would not have been together. (2) topics or tasks are usually
provided to stimulate conversation, and (3) a researcher is usually
present taking notes or operating the recording equipment.
One form of controlled experiment is to supply NS-NNS dj^ds with
topics to stimulate conversations which are recorded and examined to
explore certain aspect of NS-NNS communication (Gaies, 1982; Gaskill,
1980; Zuengler, 1985, 1987; Zuengler & Wang, 1992). In one such study
Gaies (1982) paired NSs with NNSs enrolled in an undergraduate course
and instructed them to talk about aspects of the course they had taken
together which they found especially interesting or uninteresting. He
examined the NS-NNS speech settings in which the NNSs had
considerable proficiency and enjoyed peer status with the NS
participants. The findings confirmed some of the earlier claims of
discourse features characteristic of NS-NNS interaction, such as the
relative greater use of present-tense-oriented topics, questions used as a
device for making topics salient, and briefer treatment of topics.
A second form of controlled experiment involves arranged
conversations between NS-NNS dyads without constriction of
conversational topics. Two studies making use of this method were
conducted to test whether conversations between NS-NNS were
characterized by more frequent conversational difficulties than
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conversations between NSs (Scarcella, 1983) and to examine how NSs of
English provided corrective feedback to errors in conversations with
their NNS friends (Day et al.. 1984). They discovered that conversational
difficulties occur more frequently in interethnic conversations than in
conversations between speakers of the same ethnic and language identity
and that NSs provided both on-record (utterances that have only one
interpretation) and off-record (utterances that are ambiguous and open to
more than one interpretation) corrective feedbacks in respond to errors
made by their NNS interlocutors.
The most commonly used method of controlled experiment is an
assignment of tasks for NS-NNS dyads to perform (Arthur et al., 1980;
Aveiy et al., 1985; Chun et al., 1982; Day et al,, 1984; Gass & Varonis,
1985a; Hatch et al., 1975; Hawkins, 1985; Long, 1981a; Varonis & Gass,
1985a; Yule & Gregory, 1989), The studies cited used various tasks, such
as asking NS strangers directions to the train station; making telephone
calls to airlines, restaurants and secretarial sendees to ask information
about flights, reservations, menus and prices; conducting telephone
surveys for a class project on nutrition; interviewing NS undergraduate
students on their studies at the university; and solving such problems as
drawing simple pictures and identifying objects from sets of similar
objects according to oral instruction. The results from these studies have
further confirmed the findings in studies of spontaneous NS-NNS
communication in natural settings. NSs did make modifications in both
form and content of discourse when addressing NNSs. They tended to
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use shorter, grammatically simpler sentences, more limited vocabulary,
simpler ideas and more repairs in talking with NNSs than with NSs.
While Larsen-Freeman & Long (1991) contend that "controlled
experiments exist as compromises for those interested in studying
human behavior in naturally occurring settings in which complete
experimental control is difficult, if not impossible" (p, 22), they have
their own merits. Controlled experiments tend to stimulate data from
speakers which are relevant to the research purpose and thus allow the
researcher to narrow the scope of study to a particular set of variables, a
particular system of language or a particular issue. But the artificial
nature of the design can also be disadvantageous, A change in the design
may lead to totally different results. Thus the researcher must be very
cautious in arriving at generalizations which are completely based upon
research findings using data obtained from controlled experiments.
Linguistic and interactional features ofmodified hiput to NNS
In a review article of NS-NNS communication, Long (1983)
distinguishes between modified input and modified interaction. The
former refers to the linguistic forms used and has to do with speech
directed to the NNS, while the latter refers to the functions served by
those linguistic forms and involves a modification of the conversational
structure itself, such as expansion, repetition, clarification, etc. Long
considers the distinction between these two facets of NS-NNS
conversation as important both theoretically, in order to better
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imderstand the SLA process, and practically, to determine what is
necessary and efficient in second language instruction.
Most of the early research in NS-NNS communication focused on
the linguistic attributes of speech addressed by NS to NNS at the
phonological, morphological, and sjnitactic levels. Later research shifted
from study of input modifications to the modifications of the interactional
structure of conversation which serve to avoid conversational trouble and
are used to repair the discourse when trouble occurs. Table 2
summarizes the major linguistic and interactional features of modified
input addressed to second language learners and the studies in which
these features were found. In no sense should this listing be taken as
complete coverage of the research. Further, the studies listed do not
necessarily claim that statistically significant differences were found
between NS-NS and NS-NNS communications. Rather, many simply give
examples of the phenomenon cited.
In the phonological system, speech addressed to second language
learners is louder and shows more intonation variation than speech
addressed to NSs, findings similar to those in "motherese," speech
addressed to children in first language acquisition. Second language
studies also comment on the slow rate of speech addressed to second
language learners, whether children or adults. Henzl (1975), for
example, showed that teachers telling stories to beginners, advanced
students and to native speakers consistently varied speech rate to the
level of proficiency of the hearers. Hatch (1983) pointed out that few
teachers she had observed during practice teaching maintained a natural
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Table 2. Linguistic and interactional features ofmodified input to NNS
Features Studies
1. linguistic Features
a) Phonology
• Extra volume & exaggerated Intonation
Slower rate
Clearer articulation
Longer pauses
b) Vocabulary
• More high frequency vocabulary
More concrete lexicon
Fewer verb & noun modifiers
Less slang & fewer idioms
Fewer pronoun forms of all kinds
Chaudron, 1979
Ferguson, 1975
Hatch, 1978. 1979
Henzl. 1974. 1975, 1979
Katz. 1977. 1981
Wes^e &Reacfy, 1985
Arthur etal., 1980
Ferguson, 1975
Gass & Varonis, 1985a
Hatch, 1978, 1979
Henzl. 1974. 1975, 1979
Katz, 1981
Long, 1985
Wesdie & Ready, 1985
Ferguson, 1975
Freed, 1978
Hatch. 1978, 1979
Henzl, 1974, 1975, 1979
Wesche & Ready, 1985
Arthur et al., 1980
Chaudron, 1979
Ferguson, 1975
Hatch, 1978, 1979
Henzl, 1974, 1975, 1979
Wesche & Ready. 1985
Arthur et al., 1980
Chaudron, 1983a
Hatch, 1979
Henzl, 1974, 1979
Kleifgen, 1985
Long. 1981a, 1983
Wesche & Ready, 1985
Fillmore, 1985
Hatch, 1978
Henzl. 1974, 1979
Hatch, 1979
Henzl. 1974. 1975, 1979
Chaudron, 1983a
Table 2. Continued
Features
c) Syntax
• Fewer false starts
Shortermean length of utterance (MLU)
or fewer words per T- unit
Fewer embedded clau^s or lower number
ofS-nodes perT- unit
Greater use of one-word utterances
More sentence fragments
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2. Interactional Features
• More present (versus nonpresent) temporal
marking ofvert)s
• Briefer treatment of topics &more abrupt
topic-shifts
• More interrogatives & imperatives
Studies
Arthur et al., 1980
Henzl, 1974
Arthur et al., 1980
Chaudron, 1978
Freed. 1978, 1981
Gaies, 1977
Hatch. 1979
Henzl. 1974, 1975, 1979, 1985
Long. 1981a. 1983
Scarcella & Higa, 1981
Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1982
Wesche & Ready, 1985
Arthur et al., 1980
Ferguson. 1975
Freed. 1978. 1981
Gaies. 1977
Hatch, 1978
Henzl. 1974, 1979
Scarcella & Higa, 1981
Katz, 1977, 1981
Snow & Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1982
Freed. 1981
Gaies. 1977
Gaies. 1982
Hirvonen. 1985
Long. 1981a, 1981b, 1983
Long & Sato, 1983
Wesche & Ready, 1985
Arthur etal., ^980
Gales, 1982
Long. 1981a. 1981b
Chaudron, 1983a
Freed, 1978. 1981
Hatch. 1978. 1979
Hirvonen. 1985
Katz, 1977
Long. 1981a, 1981b, 1983
Scarcella & Higa. 1981
Wesche & Ready. 1985
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Table 2. Continued
Features Studies
• More conversational frames, confirmation Hatch. 1978
checks, comprehension checks, and Katz, 1981
clarification requests Long. 1981a, 1983
Wesche & Ready, 1985
• More repetitions, restatements & expansions Chaudron. 1983a
Ferguson, 1975
Freed, 1978
Gales, 1977
Hatch, 1978, 1979
Katz, 1977, 1981
Long, 1981a. 1983
Scarcella & Higa, 1981
Wesche & Ready, 1985
rate of speech. Rather, they naturally adjusted their rate of speech to the
relative language proficiency manifested by the learners. In general, a
slow rate of speech means clearer articulation, fewer reduced vowels,
less consonant cluster simplification, more fully released final stops, and
stronger voicing of voiced consonants in final position. All of these
should make the native speaker's language easier for the learner to
process. A slow rate also means longer pauses between major
constituents. This should help
learners, not only because it gives them more processing time but also
because it could help them identify major constituent boundaries.
In terms of vocabulary, speech addressed to second language
learners is marked by fewer different vocabulary items and more high
frequency words manifested in a lower type-token ratio, i.e., number of
unique words divided by total number of words. Words tend to be more
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concrete. Adjectives and adverbs as noim and verb modifiers are less
frequently used. Slang words and idioms are generally avoided or
paraphrased. Use of full noun forms instead of pronoun forms helps to
make the reference clearer.
In syntax, there is also clearer "articulation." Utterances are
simpler sjmtactically. There are fewer false starts and less repair so that,
generally, one might say that the learner receives more examples of
"good" sentences on which to build hypotheses about language structure.
The most marked feature of syntactic simplification for second language
learners is the shorter mean length of utterance (MLU) or fewer words
per T- unit. The low MLU generally means that there will be few
complex sentences, few subordinate clauses, few modifiers, more one-
word utterances, more sentence fragments and so on.
At the discourse level, the modifications are interactional. One type
is made to avoid conversational trouble. NS-NNS interaction tends to be
oriented to the "here and now," which is manifested in more present
(versus nonpresent) temporal marking of verbs, while topics tend to
involve content which is physically and/or temporally salient. Topics are
generally treated briefly, and NSs appear relatively willing to relinquish
topic control to their NNS interlocutor. When NSs nominate topics, the
intent to shift topics is made prominent in a variety of ways: through
"left-dislocation" (Hatch, 1978). through the relatively frequent use of
conversational frames (e.g., ok, so, well, now), and most of all through the
use of interrogative sentences. Long (1981b) found that 96% of all topic-
nominations in NS-NNS interaction were encoded as interrogatives.
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Other interactional modifications appear to serve mainly to repair
conversation when it breaks down. These discourse tactics serve less to
shape the nature of NS-NNS interaction than to enable it to be sustained.
Prominent among the tactics frequently used by NSs as they Interact with
NNSs are clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension
checks, and the willingness to accept unintentional topic-switches by the
NNS. Many of the linguistic modifications characteristic of NS speech to
NNSs are related to these discourse adjustments: e.g.. the relatively high
frequency of occurrence of interrogative sentences in NS-NNS speech is
a direct result of the perceived need to make topic nomination salient.
Other input modifications, such as lexical and S5nitactic simplifications,
may be geared toward the same purpose as, but independent of,
discourse adjustments.
Summary of Theoretical Considerations and Research Questions
The importance of environment in human communication is
beyond dispute. Not only do people employ different t5^es of speech in
various settings, but the same words can take on different connotations as
the context changes. The immense diversity of environments thus defies
attempts to make hasty generalizations about any research findings in
language studies. Previous research in the field of foreigner talk has
found that native speakers do make certain adjustments when they are
engaged in conversations with nonnative speakers in order to facilitate
the comprehension of the latter. Despite the considerable amount of
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evidence in support of such a claim, however, these questions can still be
asked: Do native speakers invariably make adjustments in communication
with nonnative speakers under all situations? If so. are there any
significant changes in both quantity and quality of such adjustments when
the setting of the conversation changes? Admittedly, no single study can
provide satisfactory answers. Many studies in various settings are needed
before this complex phenomenon can be understood. To contribute to
such understanding, this researcher introduces a new setting into the
study of foreigner talk, that of individual university-level tutoring.
Teacher talk, as a subfield of foreigner talk, has received a great
deal of attention, particularly among researchers who focus their studies
on ESL classroom teaching. Research findings related to TT, in general,
correspond to the findings in FT. Teachers, who are usually native
speakers, make both linguistic and conversational adjustments in
teaching nonnative students both in content area and in language
classrooms. In TT, the primary responsibility of facilitating
communication lies with the teacher, who must present the subject
under discussion in a lucid and coherent manner. It is part of a teacher's
training to adapt his/her teaching to the specific needs of the students.
Most second language teachers, having been trained for that particular
purpose, are highly conscious of the language they use in addressing
second language learners. This partially originates from their wide
contact with nonnative speakers. Generally speaking, as a teacher gains
more experience, he/she will be able to make more appropriate
adjustments for learners of diverse language proficiency. However, unlike
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second language teachers, graduate teaching assistants at universities
have less professional training in teaching and less personeil contact with
nonnative speakers. The present study focuses on the speech input by
graduate teaching assist£ints in a tutoring situation in order to examine
the kinds of adjustments they make in their speech when addressing
NNS students.
Given the particular setting and the principal subjects of the
present study, the following research questions are proposed:
1. Do native speakers of English naturally make more linguistic and
discourse adjustments to NNSs than to NSs in teaching a subject in a
content area in a tutoring situation? If so, what types of adjustments
do they make? Are the differences statistically significant?
2. Is the modified speech directed to nonnative students dependent on
their level of proficiency in the target language? That is. do native
speakers make more adjustments to low-level than to high-level
English proficiency nonnative students? If so, are the differences in
native speaker's speech addressed to high-level and low-level students
statistically significant?
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CHAPTER m. RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION
Method
Subjects
Twenty students from Iowa State University were invited to
participate in the investigation. The subjects were chosen by distributing
questionnaires (See Appendix I) and student consent forms (See
Appendix II) to students in English 1010, lOlE, 104, 105 and 212
classes and to graduate teaching assistants in the Chemistry Department.
I
All the participants were volunteers. They fell into four categories. The
first group consisted of five graduate teaching assistants from the
Chemistry Department whose native language was English. All of them
were enrolled in the Ph.D programs of the Department, teaching or
having taught freshman chemistry courses at the time of
experimentation. Their teaching experience varied in length from three
months to three semesters. None of them had much previous experience
in teaching or tutoring nonnative speakers of English. They also reported
in the Questionnaire for Graduate Teaching Assistants (see Appendix I. A)
that their personal contacts with nonnative speakers of English were
limited. They were invited to participate in the experiment as native-
speaker tutors (NT).
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The second group consisted of five undergraduates who were native
speakers of English (NS) enrolled in freshman English classes (English
104 and 105) and/or a sophomore level course (Speech Communication
212). The third and the fourth groups were made up of nonnative
speakers of English. Students in the third category were five
undergraduates enrolled in an advanced ESL composition class (1010)
and/or listening/reading class (lOlE). These courses were designed for
those international students who had not passed the English Placement
Test required of all entering nonnative speakers. All were in their first
year of study at Iowa State University. They were considered as high-
level English proficiency nonnative subjects (NNSH) in this study, as they
had all met the minimum score requirement of 500 on TOEFL (Test of
English as a Foreign Language) for admission into Iowa State University.
Their TOEFL scores ranged from 513 to 550. The five students in the
fourth category were enrolled in intermediate level classes of the
Intensive English and Orientation Program at Iowa State University,
taking basic English courses in listening/speaking, reading, and writing.
They were considered as low-level English proficiency nonnative subjects
(NNSL) in this study, none having achieved a TOEFL score of 500. They
had been enrolled in the intensive English program for an average of
three months. Their main purpose for studying in the program was to
improve their English proficiency and pass TOEFL for admission into
undergraduate programs at Iowa State University. The two groups of
normative speaker subjects were from diverse native language
backgrounds, including Chinese, Japanese, Spanish, Korean, and Thai.
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Except for the first group (graduate teaching assistants), all the subjects
had taken some chemistry courses in high school, but none of them had
had any college level chemistry. The students were majoring in a variety
of fields including architecture, education, business, computer science,
economics, art and design, and journalism, where college-level chemistry
courses were not part of the curriculum. The age of the subjects ranged
from 18 to 27.
The twenty subjects were divided into five groups with one native-
speaking tutor (NT), one native-speaking undergraduate student (NS),
one high-level normative student (NNSH), and one low-level nonnative
student (NNSL) in each group. Each NT was paired with the NS, NNSH,
and NNSL in his/her group to form fifteen dyads altogether. Dyads were
of the same sex within each group to eliminate the adjustments that
might be caused by the sex difference. They were not previously
acquainted. There were two female groups (eight subjects) and three
male groups (twelve subjects) altogether.
Tasks
Each native-speaking tutor (NT) taught the same basic concept in
chemistry at the freshman level to the three students in his/her group.
The NT taught each student individually in the following order: NS,
NNSH, and NNSL. The NS subject, used to provide baseline data for
comparison in this study, was taught before the other two subjects in
each group to rule out interference from any preceding tutoring sessions.
The topic "Mole Method" in stoichiometry from Chemistry (second
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edition) by Rajnmond Chang (1984, p.65) was chosen among the fifteen
topics in chemistry used in the TEACH/SPEAK Test at Iowa State
University to estimate the oral proficiency of prospective graduate
teaching assistants in chemistry. The choice of the particular chemistry
topic and the two problems used to illustrate it were discussed with and
revised by professors and graduate teaching assistants in the English and
Chemistry Departments. In order to find out whether the two problems
were at a suitable level for the particular subjects involved in the study, a
pilot study was conducted before the actual experiment. A graduate
teaching assistant from the Chemistry Department taught the lesson to
two nonnative speakers of English, one of high-level and the other of low-
level English proficiency. The two problems turned out neither too easy
nor too difficult for the two subjects. None of the subjects in the pilot
study participated in the following experimentation.
Several days before the actual teaching, both the tutors and the
students were given the information forms which described in detail the
steps to be followed in the tutoring session and what was expected firom
them (see Appendix III), They were informed that a study of discourse
between native and nonnative speakers of English would be conducted.
The precise nature of the research was not described to them in order to
minimize the self-consciousness of the subjects in the tutoring process.
The tutors were also given the explanation of "Mole Method" (see
Appendix IV) and two problems to be solved together with steps of
solution and answers (see Appendix V).
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Before the actual teaching, each dyad spent about three minutes
getting acquainted. The purpose was to allow the NTs to estimate the
language proficiency of the students. Then the NTs taught the concept
"Mole Method." TTiey were asked to explain the concept in a simple and
easily understood way, illustrate it by solving one problem, and then ask
the student to solve a similar problem. The NTs could decide on what to
include, what to exclude, and how to present the material, but they had
to use the same content and the same problems for all three students.
They were allowed to use paper, pen, calculator, and drawings to
facilitate the teaching. The students were encouraged to talk about the
steps they were following and to ask questions about anything they did
not understand.
Each dyad was seated side by side in full view of a video camera.
Their talk was both video-taped and audio-taped. The researcher exited
the room after she had turned on the video camera and the cassette tape-
recorder in order not to intrude upon the teaching. Each tutoring
episode, which consisted of the teaching part and the problem-solving
part, lasted fifteen to thirty minutes. All the episodes were scheduled
and actually carried out within one week from Nov. 18 to Nov. 22. 1991.
Transcription
In order to equalize the amount of talk, the first five minutes of the
teaching part for each dyad was transcribed by the researcher. The first
five minutes were selected because this was the length of the shortest
teaching part in all the tutoring episodes. The transcription followed the
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system of transcript notation designed by Schenkein (1978). The
transcription was checked by another graduate student in the TESL
program at Iowa State University who listened to the recording to ensure
accuracy. The disagreed parts and the blurred utterances in the
recording were checked with the subjects involved in the study, who
clarified about 90% of the unclear utterances in the recording.
Variables and Hypotheses
Following Long (198la), all the variables in this study are classified
under two major headings: modified input and modified interaction. The
former embodies those variables which do not require interaction
between the speaker and the listener and is further divided into three
sub-categories: phonology, lexicon, and S5aitax. The latter refers to those
variables whose major functions are to avoid conversational trouble and to
repair the discourse when trouble occurs. The coding of the variables
was conducted by the researcher twice in order to enhance the
reliability. The controversial issues in coding were discussed with
another graduate student in the TESL program at Iowa State University.
The variables are defined below.
1. Modified input
a) Phonology
• Words Per Minute: total number of words divided by the total time
(five minutes in this case).
46
• Pause Number: total number of pauses made by a tutor during the first
five minutes of a tutoring session. Pauses less than half a second in
length are not coded.
• Pause Time: total duration of aU pauses in seconds.
b) Lexicon
• lype-Token Ratio: number of unique words divided by total number
of words.
• Percentage of Adjectives and Adverbs (adyj. pet.): total nimiber of
modifiers (adjectives and adverbs) divided by total number of words.
c) Syntax
• Mean Length of Utterance (MLU): total number of words divided by
total number ofT- units. A T- unit is defined as "one main clause plus
any subordinate clause or nonclausal structure that is attached to or
embedded in it" (Hunt, 1974, p.4).
• Number of Embedded Clauses Per 100 Words (embedding/100
words): Three types of embeddings are identified: subordination
(adjective, adverb or noun clauses), coordination (two or more
independent clauses combined by conjunctions), and subordination-
coordination consisting of both subordinate and coordinate clauses.
• Number of False Starts Per 100 Words (false starts/100 words): A
false start is defined as immediate self-rep^r of an expression or part
of an expression intended to start a sentence. It can be either exact
repetition or rewording of the previous expression. Some sentences
have more than one false start.
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• Number of Sentence Fragments Per 100 Words (fragments/100
words): Sentence fragments consist of stock expressions (e.g., "All
right.") and isolated sentence constituents (e.g., "The what?").
2. Modified interaction
• Percentage of Interrogatives (inter, pet.); total number of
interrogatives divided by total number of T- units.
• Percentage of Imperatives (imp. pet.): total number of imperatives
divided by total number of T- units.
• Number of Comprehension Checks Per 100 Words (comp. checks/100
words): Comprehension checks are defined as any expressions which
serve the function of checking the listener's comprehension of the
speaker's previous remarks. By far the largest number of
comprehension checks in the data of this study consist of "ok" spoken
with rising intonation; other examples include "All right?", "right"
used as a tag, and utterances like "Do you understand?" which
explicitly check comprehension of the listener. Those "oks" used as
pause fillers, i.e. expressions whose function is to maintain speaking
turns while formulating one's thoughts are excluded.
• Number of Repetitions Per 100 Words (repetitions/100 words):
Repetition is defined as immediate re-utterance of an expression for
emphasis. It includes both self-repetition and other-repetition. The
former refers to repetition of the speaker's own utterances while the
latter means re-Utterance of the interlocutor's utterances.
• Number of Restatements and Expansions Per 100 Words
(restatements/100 words): Restatement is distinguished from
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repetition in that it involves rewording of the previous expression,
while expansion is characterized by both rewording and further
explanation of the preceding remarks.
• Number of Reinforcements' Per 100 Words (reinforcements/100
words): sum total of the two variables: Number of Repetitions Per 100
Words and Number of Restatements and Expansions Per 100 Words.
Building on previous research which analyzes NS-NNS speech, four
hypotheses are proposed:
1. In phonology, a tutor is likely to have a slower speech rate, and longer
and more pauses in talking to NNSs than to NSs and to NNSLs than to
NNSHs.
2. In terms of vocabulary, the highest type-token ratio of speech and
percentage of adjectives and adverbs addressed to the three groups of
students are associated with NSs whereas the lowest are linked with
NNSLs.
3. In syntax, the values of the variables, mean length of utterance,
number of embedded clauses, and false starts per 100 hundred words
are likely to decline in the following order: NSs, NNSHs, and NNSLs;
whereas the number of sentence fragments per 100 words tends to
increase in the above order. The reason for the last prediction is that
shorter utterances are considered as easier to comprehend than
longer ones.
4. At the discourse level, the values of all interactional features,
interrogatives and imperatives, repetitions, restatements and
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expansions, as well as comprehension checks vary in a descending
order: NNSLs > NNSHs > NSs.
It is hoped that through the examination of the tutors* speech in
the above four categories, a general picture will emerge showing the
types of adjustments the tutors made in teaching nonnative students and
the degree of variation they exhibited in tutoring high-level versus low-
level nonnative subjects.
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS
like most empirical studies related to FT in general and TT in
particular, the current study will present both descriptive and inferential
statistics. For descriptive statistics, linguistic and interactional features
from the raw data will first be reported, followed by means, standard
deviations, maximum and minimum values of each variable. For
inferential statistics, the two-level stratification of the sample data (five
tutors and three groups of students) fits nicely into two-way ANOVA test
in which the tutors are put under the block variable and the students
under the treatment variable. However, since the overriding concern of
this study lies with the possible adjustment differentials called forth by
different types of students, diff^erences arising from individual
characteristics of the tutors will be reported only for reference. The
Duncan option is utilized to provide detailed information on the
magnitudes of adjustment differentials between all the three treatment
groups. It should be noted that the ANOVA, a parametric test which
assumes normal distribution, requires a fairly large sample of data for
analysis. Since the sample of data in this study is small, the statistical
results from the two-way ANOVA and Duncan Grouping should be
interpreted with caution.
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Descriptive Statistics
The total number of phonological features present in all the tutors'
talk to each group of students is reported in Table 3. The results of
descriptive statistics for the phonological variables Words Per Minute,
Pause Nimiber, and Pause Time are reported in Table 4. The
modifications of the speech rate and pauses are the most conspicuous
adjustments in the input, and in general, they are consistent with the
researcher's expectations. The fastest speech rate occurs with the NSs,
with whom the tutors did not feel any language barrier. The tutors
tended to make more and longer pauses in working with the NNSL group
than with the other two groups. The two tables show that for all the
three groups the number of words used by the tutors is inversely related
to the pause number and total pause time in their talk. This is in
agreement with the common sense knowledge that the more and longer
pauses one makes, the slower the speech rate will be.
The total number of lexical and syntactic features in all the tutors*
talk in addressing each group of students is reported in Table 5. The
results of descriptive statistics for all the variables related to vocabulary
and syntax are presented in Table 6. Although lexical and syntactic
modifications are less conspicuous than those occuring in phonology,
they nevertheless occupy an important position in the study of linguistic
input. Low-frequency words said convoluted sentences constitute a
serious hazard to comprehension. In teaching students of limited
language proficiency, tutors are expected to make a conscious effort to
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Feature NS NNSH NNSL
(n = 5) (11 = 5) (n = 3)
Total words 3553 3228 3017
Pause number 39 53 58
Pause time (seconds) 73 111 119
Table 4. Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values for
phonological variables
Variable Group Number Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Words per NS 5 142.12 10.10 125.60 152.60
minute NNSH 5 129.12 11.66 120.60 149.40
NNSL 5 120.68 12.74 114.00 143.40
Pause . NS 5 7.80 2.59 5.00 11.00
number NNSH 5 10.80 1.67 8.00 12.00
NNSL 5 11.60 3.78 7.00 15.00
Pause time NS 5 14.60 3.85 10.00 19.00
(seconds) NNSH 5 22.20 4.66 16.00 29.00
NNSL 5 23.80 6.76 18.00 35.00
Table 5. Total number of lexical and syntactic features in all the tutors'
talk
Feature NS NNSH NNSL
(n = 5) (n = 5) (n = 5)
Unique words 1096 947 849
Number of adverbs 151 98 87
Number of adjectives 119 122 111
Total T- units 351 390 373
E^mbedded sentences 109 87 76
False starts 80 43 53
Sentence fragments 43 94 67
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Table 6. Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values for
Variable Group Number Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Type-token NS 5 30.93 2.56 27.67 34.24
ratio NNSH 5 29.44 2.44 26.91 32.68
NNSL 5 28.20 2.35 25.21 31.65
Advj. pet. NS 5 7.53 1.63 5.41 9.43
NNSH 5 6.88 1.38 4.90 8.46
NNSL 5 6.57 1.88 4.39 8.17
MLU NS 5 10.32 1.42 8.51 12.81
NNSH 5 8.54 1.72 8.83 10.37
NNSL 5 8.36 1.65 6.03 10.36
Embedding NS 5 3.08 0.27 2.83 3.50
/100 words NNSH 5 2.68 0.32 2.23 2.98
NNSL 5 2.52 0:60 1.57 3.26
False starts NS 5 2.32 1.47 1.38 4.94
/100 words NNSH 5 1.38 1.20 0.27 3.43
NNSL 5 1.79 1.17 1.04 3.86
Fragments NS 5 1.21 0.69 0.64 2.27
/100 words NNSH 5 3.02 2.80 0.40 7.01
NNSL 5 2.26 1.16 1.23 4.20
reduce the complexity of their talk by resorting to high frequency
vocabulary and simple sentence patterns. Most variables in Tables 5 and
6 seem to fall within such an expectation. The mean values of lype-
Token Ratio. Percentage of Adjectives and Adverbs. Mean Length of
Utterance as well as Number of Embedded Clauses Per 100 Words for the
NS group are higher than those for the NNS groups, and higher for
NNSHs than for NNSLs. However, the highest mean value for Number of
Sentence Fragments Per 100 Words is associated with NNSH group and
not the NNNSL group as predicted, ^d for Number of False Starts Per
100 Words, it is the NNSHs and not the NNSLs that have the lowest
value.
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The total number of interactional features in all the tutors' talk is
shown in Table 7 with the descriptive statistics for all these features
provided in Table 8. Tutoring, like teaching, is essentially transmission
of information, of which by far the most important part is the passage of
knowledge from the tutor to students. When the tutor is sure of the
students' comprehension, interactions will be kept at a minimum. In
contrast, the tutor will encourage a higher level of interaction when
he/she is less sure of the students* comprehension. In Tables 7 and 8. it
can be seen that four variables. Percentage of Interrogatives. Percentage
of Imperatives. Number of Comprehension Checks, and Number of
Restatements and Expansions Per 100 Words are in agreement with such
an assumption, i.e. the tutors used none of these devices with NNSs than
NSs and with NNSLs than with NNSHs. Two other variables. Number of
Repetitions and Number of Reinforcements Per 100 Words, fail to
provide clear-cut evidence of it. On the one hand, the NS group does
have the lowest mean values for these two variables; on the other hand,
the NNSH group has unexpectedly higher mean values than the NNSL
group.
Table 7. Total number of interactional features in all the tutors* talk
Feature NS NNSH ' NNSL
(n = 5) (n = 5) (n = 5)
Interrogatives 15 42 50
Imperatives 6 24 26
Comp. checks 42 45 49
Repetitions 19 42 27
Restate. & esqaans. 19 40 30
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Table 8. Means, standard deviations, minimum & maximum values for
interactional variables
Variable Group Number Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Inter, pet. NS 5 3.92 5.32 0 13.25
NNSH 5 10.53 6.25 3.30 17.44
NNSL 5 13.95 11.00 2.30 25.45
Imp. pet. NS 5 1.58 1.71 0 3.75
NNSH 5 5.74 3.26 3.23 9.78
NNSL 5 6.98 6.60 1.15 17.57
Comp, NS 5 1.15 1.18 0 2.60
eheeks NNSH 5 1.42 1.02 0.33 2.55
/100 words NNSL 5 1.63 0.92 0.18 2.57
Repetitions NS 5 0.54 0.26 0.26 0.85
/100 words NNSH 5 1.34 0.91 0.27 2.70
NNSL 5 0.93 0.75 0.28 2.09
Restate NS 5 0.55 0.35 0 0.96
ments NNSH 5 0.95 0.64 0 1.66
/100 words NNSL 5 1.03 0.69 0.28 1.75
Relnforee- NS 5 1.09 0.55 0.26 1.59
ments NNSH 5 2.29 0.89 0.94 3.32
/100 words NNSL 5 1.96 1.22 0.56 3.65
Inferential statistics
The results of the two-way ANOVA and Duncan grouping for
phonological variables are reported in Tables 9 and 10. In Duncan
grouping, means with the same letter are not significantly different
whereas means with different letters ^e significantly different. Table 9
shows that significant differences exist for Words Per Minute (p < 0.001),
which measures speech rate. The Duncan grouping for Words Per Minute
indicates that not only is the NS group significantly different from NNS
groups, but the NNSH group is also significantly different from NNSL
group. The order of the grouping also shows that the highest speech rate
is associated with the NS group and the lowest with the NNSL group.
However, for Pause Number and Pause Time, no significant difference is
56
Table 9. ANOVA for phonological variables
Dependent
Variable
Independ.
Variable
DP Total SS MS F
Words per Tutor 4 2767.54 1344.42 336.10 10.48**
minute Student 2 2767.54 1166.51 583.26 18.18***
Pause Tutor 4 134.00 34.67 8.67 1.15
number Student 2 134.00 38.80 19.40 2.56
Pause time Tutor 4 570.40 35.07 8.77 0.24
(seconds) Student 2 570.40 241.60 120.80 3.29
=:p<0.01; ••• = p<0.001
Table 10. Duncan grouping for phonological variables
Dependent Duncan Mean Nuniber Student
Variable Grouping
Words per A 142.12 5 NS
minute
B 129.12 5 NNSH
C 120.68 5 NNSL
Pause number A 11.60 5 NNSL
A
A 10.60 5 NNSH
A
A 7.80 5 NS
Pause time A 23.80 5 NNSL
(seconds) A
A 22.20 5 NNSH
A
A 14.60 5 NS
found between the NS and NNS groups or between the NNSH and NNSL
groups. The Duncan grouping (Table 10) for these two variables further
illustrates this finding, although the mean values for the three groups
decrease as predicted.
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The results of the two-way ANOVA and Duncan grouping for all the
variables related to vocabulaiy and syntax are presented in Tables 11 and
12. In Table II, the F value for Type-Token Ratio indicates a significant
difference (p < 0.05), which is identified by the Duncan grouping (Table
12) between NSs and NNSLs. However, the Duncan grouping does not
show any significant difference between the NS and NNSH groups or the
NNSH and NNSL groups. As for Percentage of Adjectives and Adverbs,
there is no significant difference among the three groups. The findings
related to Mean Length of Utterances provide partial support to the
related hypothesis, namely, a tutor is likely to use longer sentences in
teaching NSs than NNSs. At the same time, the difference between
NNSHs ^d NNSLs is not significant. For both Number of Embedded
Clauses and Sentence Fragments Per 100 Words, the differences are
statistically non-significant. The last variable. Number of False Starts Per
100 Words, presents a pattern similar to that of Mean Length of
Utterance, with the only significant difference l5^g between NSs ^d
NNSs.
In Tables 13 and 14, the results of the two-way ANOVA and Duncan
grouping for all the interactional variables are provided. We find a
significant difference between NS and NNSL groups for the variable
Percentage of Interrogatives. For Percentage of Imperatives, all the
differences are found to be non-significant. The same is true of Number
of Comprehension Checks Per 100 Words, The findings for the last three
variables. Number of Repetitions, Restatements and Expansions, as well
as Reinforcements Per 100 Words, are apparently contradictory. While
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neither of the two individual measures register any significant difference,
the combined measure, Number of Reinforcements Per 100 Words,
shows that a significant difference does exist between NS and NNSH
groups as the highest mean value of reinforcements is recorded for
NNSHs rather than for NNSLs.
Table 11. ANOVA for leadcal and syntactic variables
Dependent
Variable
Independ.
Variable
DF Total SS MS F
Type-token Tutor 4 90.95 56.11 14.08 6.98*
ratio Student 2 90.95 18.76 9.38 4.67*
Adyj. pet Tutor 4 28.54 21.02 5.25 8.33**
Student 2 28.54 2.47 1.23 1.96
MLU Tutor 4 42.80 23.24 5.81 6.12
Student 2 42.60 11.76 5.88 6.19
Embedding Tutor 4 2.99 0.84 0.21 1.28
/100 words Student 2 2.99 0.83 0.42 2.54
False starts Tutor 4 22.19 19.05 4.76 42.46***
/100 words Student 2 22.19 2.24 1.12 9.99**
Fragments Tutor 4 46.94 23.31 5.83 3.03
/lOOwords Student 2 46.94 8.26 4.13 2.15
• =p<0.05; •• =p<0.01; =p<0.001
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Table 12. Duncan grouping for lexical and syntactic variables
Dependent Duncan Mean Number Student
Variable Grouping
Type-token ratio A 30.93 5 NS
A
BA 29.44 5 NNSH
B
B 28.20 5 NNSL
Advj. pet. A 7.53 5 NS
A
A 6.83 5 NNSH
A
A 6.57 5 NNSL
MLU A 10.88 5 NS
B 8.54 5 NNSH
B
B 8.36 5 NNSL
Embedding/ A 3.08 5 NS
100 words A
A 2.68 5 NNSH
A
A 2.52 5 NNSL
False starts/ A 2.32 5 NS
100 words
B 1.79 5 NNSL
B
B 1.38 5 NNSH
Fragments/ A 3.02 5 NNSH
100words A
A 2.26 5 NNSL
A
A 1.21 5 NS
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Table 13. ANOVA for interactional variables
Dependent
Variable
Independ.
Variable
DF Total SS MS F
Inter., pet. Tutor 4 1013.64 565.88 141.47 6.02*
Student 2 1013.64 259.89 129.95 5.53*
Imp. pot. Tutor 4 308.67 59.38 14.84 0.70
Student 2 308.67 80.06 40.03 1.89
Comp. Tutor 4 13.61 11.36 2.84 13.66**
checks Student 2 13.61 0.58 0.29 1.40
/100 words
Repetitions Tutor . 4 7.44 2.29 0.57 1.29
/100 words Student 2 7.44 1.61 0.80 1.81
Restate Tutor 4 4.66 2,97 0.74 5.77*
ments Student 2 4.66 0.66 0.33 2.55
/100 words
Reinforce Tutor 4 14.11 6.82 1.71 3.93*
ments Student 2 14.11 3.81 1.91 4.39
/100 words
• s=p<0.05; •• =P<0.01
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Table 14. Dtmcan grouping for interactional variables
Dependent Duncan Mean Number Student
Variable Grouping
Inter, pet. A 13.95 5 NNSL
A
BA 10.53 5 NNSH
B
B 3.92 5 NS
Imp. pet A 6.98 5 NNSL
A
A 5.74 5 NNSH
A
A 1.58 5 NS
Comp. checks/ A 1.63 5 NNSL
100 words A
A 1.42 5 NNSH
A
A 1.15 5 NS
Repetitions/ A 1.34 5 NNSH
100words A
A 0.93 5 NNSL
A
A 0.54 5 NS
Restatements/ A 1.33 5 NNSL
100 words A
A 0.95 5 NNSH
A
A 0.55 5 NS
Reinforcements/ A 2.29 5 NNSH
100words A
BA 1.96 5 NNSL
B
B 1.09 5 NS
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Discussion
Linguistic features
Phonology. The variable created to measure speech rate, Words Per
Minute, showed significant differences between NS and the two NNS
groups. In fact. Words Per Minute is the only variable in this study that
shows both of the hypothesized differences between groups. It is also
marked with the highest probability level (p < 0.001). This finding
indicates that the most common adjustment a tutor is likely to make in
teaching students of limited language proficiency is reduction of speech
rate, perhaps because speech rate constitutes the most obvious feature to
be identified for adjustment. It is common knowledge that reduced
speech rate improves comprehension, for it not only involves clearer
articulation, but also leaves time for the listener to comprehend the
meaning of utterances. In addition, the speech rate allows easier and
more consistent adjustments than other linguistic elements. In making
sjoitactic adjustments, the speaker is faced with constant choice-making,
either consciously or unconsciously, and he/she is obliged to make a
choice in almost every sentence. Lexicology also presents the speaker
with constant choices. Sometimes the speaker fails to replace a low-
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frequency word simply because no high-frequency equivalent occurs to
him/her at the time of speaking. In contrast, in adjusting speech rate, all
that the speaker has to do is to decide on a certain tempo and then
maintain it.
For the other two phonological variables in this study, Pause
Number and Pause Time, no significant difference was found among the
three groups. This result contradicts some previous findings. In their
study of teacher talk, Wesche and Ready (1985) found that in teaching NS
and NNS students, the professor differed significantly in both pause
numbers and total pause time. The discrepancy in findings between their
study and the current experiment might be due to the differences of the
subjects. Experienced professors tend to make pauses, quite often long,
between phrase and sentence boundaries. After introducing a new
concept or terminology, they will wait for signs of comprehension from
the students. In comparison, the tutors in the current study were
graduate students who were limited in both teaching experience and
exposure to nonnative speakers.
Lexicology and syntax. The employment of a limited vocabulary is
identified as a common feature of a variety of simplified input. Most
previous research into vocabulary has found significant differences
between NS-NS and NS-NNS conversations (Arthur et al.. 1980;
Chaudron, 1983a: Henzl, 1974), that is, the subjects talking to NNSs
tend to opt for more concrete and high-frequency words. In the current
study, two variables were created to measure diversity of vocabulary.
Type-Token Ratio and Percentage of Adjectives and Adverbs, For the
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former, a significant difference was found between the NS and the NNSL
groups: for the latter, no similar variation is identified. Should we
choose to focus on the lype-Token Ratio disregarding the result of the
second variable, it would still be hard to conclude that on the whole
tutors use a more limited vocabulary in talking to NNS students, for no
significant difference exists between the NSs and the NNSHs. Moreover,
a look at the means shows that the difference between the NS and NNSL
groups barely made the 0.05 level. Had the two NNS groups been treated
as a whole, the same probability level would not have been reached.
It should be noted that this is not the first analysis that fails to
support the limited vocabulary thesis. In a quasi-laboratory experiment.
Long (1981a) instructed his subjects to perform a series of tasks,
including conversing informally and giving instructions to two
communication games. As part of the experiment, Long examined mean
value differences for three vocabulary-related variables: 1) type-token
ratio; 2) average lexical frequency of nouns and verbs; and 3) proportion
of copulas in total verbs. The results showed no significant difference
between the NS speech to NSs and to NNSs for any of the three variables.
In agreement with Long, the finding of the current study indicates that
the use of limited vocabulary is by no means absolute. Apart from the
interlocutor, the speaker's choice of words is also mediated by such
factors as the content, purpose, and setting of a conversation. For this
study, the tutors' failure to employ a limited vocabulary may be attributed
to the constraint of the material being taught and the prescribed steps of
tutoring, which made a high proportion of the vocabulary compulsory.
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In syntax, the ANOVA tests for Mean Length of Utterance (MLU)
reveal a significant difference between NSs and NNSs, but none between
NNSHs and NNSLs. However, the ANOVA tests for another variable.
Number of Embedded Clauses Per 100 Words, designed to measure
sjTitactic complexity, did not show any significant differences among the
three groups. This is contradictory to our expectations because in
general, a high value of MLU is accompanied by a corresponding high
value either in subordination or in coordination, or more frequently, both.
The inconsistency of the results for the two variables in this study
indicates that the high value of MLU in the tutors' talk to the NNSs must
be attributed to factors other than subordination and coordination.
The lower level of syntactic complexity in NS-NNS communication
seems to hold true for different languages. Henzl (1979) conducted tests
on NS-NNS communication in Czech, German, and English and obtained
similar findings. In a more detailed study, Gaies (1977) compared E^L
teachers' classroom speech and their conversation with linguistic peers.
Six variables were examined: words per T- unit, clauses per T- unit,
words per clause, adjective clauses per 100 T- units, adverb clauses per
100 T- imits, and noun clauses per 100 T- units. Multivariate analysis of
variance revealed a highly significant overall difference (p < 0.0001).
Gaies also examined differences in talks directed to ESL students at four
successive levels and found that "at any level, the syntax of the teachers'
oral classroom language is more complex than at the level immediately
below it and less complex than at the level immediately above it; and this
is true for every one of the six criterion variables" (p.209). However, not
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all previous analyses converge in terms of results. Long (1983). for
instance, failed to find a significant difference in embedding from his
comparison between NS-NS and NS-NNS conversations, although such a
difference existed for MLU, What could account for the dissimilarities
between Gaies' striking findings and the moderate findings of the current
study and Long's experiment? Once again, we have to turn to the
particular NS subjects used for an answer. It is hard to Imagine that NSs
without professional training in teaching and rich experience could
consistently adjust the complexity of their speech to nonnative speakers
at different levels of language proficiency, as happened in Gaies'
experiment. In this sense, Long's results and the findings of the current
study are blessed with a greater generalizability in the larger field of
foreigner talk.
Back in 1972, Boren used false starts per hundred words as a
measure of modified adult input directed to children. Up to now,
however, few studies in FT have looked at false starts as a way of
measuring the degree of carefulness of speech. An exception is an
investigation undertaken by Arthur et al. (1980) of airline service
personnel, who appeared to make fewer false starts talking to customers
speaking with a foreign accent. The difference was, however, not
statistically significant. In the current study, a significant difference in
Number of False Starts Per 100 Words emerged from the comparison
between NSs and NNSs. but was not present between the high-level and
low-level NNSs. The findings indicate that the tutors were more careful
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in addressing the NNSs, but seemed more casual in talking with the NS
subjects.
Like false starts, sentence fragments belong to the category of less
favored variables by the previous researchers on NS-NNS communication.
Sentence fragments consist of stock expressions (e.g., "O.K." and "All
right") and isolated sentence constituents (e.g., "The what?"). The
variable is included under the assumption that shorter utterances are
easier to comprehend than longer ones. One rare example of analysis of
sentence fragments can be found in Freed's study (1980) of baby talk and
foreigner talk, which showed that sentence fragments were used
significantly more in the adult Americans' speech to foreigners than the
mothers' speech to children. Freed admitted that this difference
resulted in part from differences in coding. Broken-off or incomplete
sentences were coded as fragments in the FT study but as unanalyzable
utterances in the motherese study. Therefore, the results from Freed's
study could not be used as evidence in support of the claim that NSs use
significantly more sentence fragments in addressing NNSs than NSs. In
this study, no evidence was found in support of Freed's findings. No
significant differences were found between the NSs and NNSs. nor any
differences between the NNSHs and NNSLs. In fact, the mean value of
the NNSH group is higher than that of the NNSL group, quite to the
contrary of our expectations. It might be suggested that shorter
utterances are not necessarily easier to process as incompleteness may
cause comprehension difficulties.
Interactional features
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In addition to the preceding analyses, a gross analysis of some
functional variables was also carried out. Since syntactic descriptions
cannot detect relationships between utterances within the
communicative context, the functional intent of utterances as
distinguished from their surface forms were also examined.
Analysis of frinctional meaning in context reveals that both
interrogatives and declaratives contribute to the exchange of information.
While declaratives provide for the direct transmission of information,
interrogatives serve to elicit information and encourage interlocutors'
participation in interaction. In previous research on questions. Long has
probably made the greatest contribution. In a series of studies (Long,
1980a, 1981a, 1981b, 1983; and Long & Sato. 1983), Long examined
different types of questions, their functions, and their quantitative
deviations in foreigner talk. Long (1981b) proposed three possible
reasons for the use of questions in foreigner talk discourse (FTD). First,
the linguistic markers associated with interrogative form may help the
NS signal and the NNS recognize that a speaking turn is approaching for
the NNS. Second, a question compels, requires, and even demands a
response. It becomes, therefore, a powerful tool for ensuring the NNS's
participation, however limited his/her linguistic ability. Third, questions
lighten the interlocutor's conversational burden because they encode part
or. in some cases, all of the propositional content that it would normally
be the second speaker's task to formulate were his/her utterance
preceded by a statement. Long found that questions made up 66% of the
total T- units for FTD as against 16% for talk between NS subjects. The
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unusually high proportion of questions in Long's study may have been
related to his task design. The subjects in the er^eriment were
strangers trying to get acquainted with each other. The conversations
under such a situation easily fell into a pattern of questions and answers.
By comparison, the current study shows a much less dramatic result.
Only one significant difference is identified, which exists between the NS
and the NNSL groups. One should not be disappointed at such a result,
for the erqjeriment conducted is basically a one-way task, in which the
tutor is obliged to explain clearly a chemistry concept and demonstrate
ways to solve related problems, hence the relatively high proportion of
statements. By comparing the current analysis with those conducted by
Long, we leam that the difference between NS-NS and FTD in terms of
question-statement ratio tends to be attenuated when the tasks designed
for an experiment become less congenial to requests for and exchange of
information.
Imperatives are also believed to encourage interaction (Long,
1983), but evidence from previous research is much less conclusive than
with interrogatives. Long himself has come up with varied results. In his
1983 study, Long found a significant difference between his NS-NS arid
NS-NNS dyads. In an earlier study (1981b), however, there was simply
no difference when imperatives were measured as a percentage of total
T- units. In a similar analysis, FYeed (1981) also failed to identify a
significant difference. The finding in this study provides further
evidence for the null hypothesis on imperatives with Duncan grouping
showing no significant difference between any two of the three groups.
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Still, it cannot be concluded from the limited evidence that more
frequent employment of imperatives does not form part of the
adjustments in FTD. What can be concluded, however, is that compared
with interrogatives, imperatives are less likely to be subject to
adjustments.
Three variables were designed to measure changes in devices of
reinforcement: Number of Repetitions, Restatements and Expansions,
and Reinforcements Per 100 Words. The last one is created by
combining the previous two variables with the purpose of increasing
reliability. Based on available previous findings (Long, 1981a: Wesche &
Ready, 1985). all three are expected to vary in the same direction, that
is, the values will grow larger from NSs to NNSHs to NNSLs. The results,
however, fail to support the expectation. No significant relationship is
identified for the two individual measures. For the combined measure,
Number of Reinforcements Per 100 Words, there exists a significant
difference between NSs and NNSHs rather than NNSLs, from whom the
largest mean value is expected. Despite previous findings, we can only
conclude that in our experiment the use of repetitions, restatements and
expansions does not exhibit differences large enough to meet statistical
requirements.
Comprehension checks are also commonly used to measure
interactional adjustments. It is expected that NSs will employ more
linguistic devices to check comprehension in talking to NNSs of
unknown or of known low-level language proficiency than to NSs.
However, in the present study, no significant differences emerge from
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the data for comprehension checks. This finding Is consistent with the
results of an earlier study by Wesche and Ready (1985), in which a small
difference was observed in teachers' lectures directed to NSs and NNSs,
but it failed to reach the preset significance level of 0.05. In their study
of forms and functions of teachers' questions, Long and Sato (1983)
incorporated comprehension checks into what was known as echoic
questions and found a significant difference between ESL lessons and
informal NS-NS conversations. The discrepancy here may have
originated from the task design. The tutors in the present study, tmlike
the subjects in Long and Sato, were supposed to maintain the same
content in teaching all the three groups of students. Such a consistency
in content of communication undoubtedly reduces the potential for
variation.
Ma^or findings
The research findings of this study only partially confirm the
h3^otheses proposed in Chapter III. Significant differences in the
direction predicted were found between NSs and NNSs in speech rate,
mean length of utterance, and number of false starts, and between
NNSHs and NNSLs in speech rate. For the variables of type-token ratio,
percentage of interrogatives and number of reinforcements per 100
words, significant differences were found in the NS speech to either
NNSL or NNSH group. Contrary to the expectations, the test results for
the rest of the eight variables in phonology, vocabulary, syntax, and
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discourse reveal no differences in the tutors' speech directed to the
three groups of students.
These findings can be summarized as follows. First, while there is
ample evidence for differences between talk directed to NSs and NNSs,
there exist only limited differences between NNSHs and NNSLs. This
may partly be attributed to the research design. The distinction between
high-level and low-level nonnative students is based on TOEFL scores,
which reflect listening, grammar, and reading comprehension ability,
whereas the tutors' evaluation of NNS language proficiency was mainly
based on the latter's speaking ability demonstrated in the three-minute
free talk before the tutoring. As a result, some inaccuracies in evaluation
were unavoidable. Additionally, in comparison with experienced ESL
teachers, who are commonly used as subjects in teacher talk
experiments, the tutors in this study lacked professional training in
teaching and extensive contact with nonnative speakers and consequently
were less sophisticated in their adjustments.
The other major finding of this study is that considerably more
adjustments are made for linguistic variables than for interactional
variables. Such a finding apparently contradicts results from previous
research. Long (1981a), for instance, proposed that "while input to NNS
imquestionably is modified on occasion in various ways, it is modifications
in interaction that are observed more consistently" (p.275). The
evidence from the current research, however, should be interpreted as
grounds for modification rather than refutation of Long's statement, the
weakness of which does not lie in lack of empirical evidence, but in the
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exclusion of a number of factors that mediate the quantity and quality of
the adjustments made by NS subjects. Among these factors are task
design and previous experience of NS subjects in NS-NNS
communication. In the current study, what we have is basically a one-way
task, teaching a new concept in a content area. This task imposes a
variety of constraints on the tutors. First, the one-way transmission of
knowledge requires tutors' domination of the tutoring session. According
to Zuengler (1987), two major variables contribute to domination of a NS-
NNS conversation, native language proficiency and relative knowledge of
the discourse domain. The NNS students in the current study are
evidently weak in terms of both variables. On the one hand, the concept
taught is new to them; on the other hand, their language proficiency falls
far below that of the tutor. As a result, the interactions are severely
limited. Some commonly used interactional variables, such as
confirmation checks and clarification requests, are observed so
infi'equently that their inclusion in the statistical analysis is not even
warranted. This suggests that verbal feedback from NNSs must be
present to trigger some of the modifications normally found in the
linguistic input to SL speakers. Also, the characteristics of the tutors,
particularly their previous teaching experience and exposure to NNSs.
almost certainly affected interaction. Compared with second language
teachers who are endowed with an unusual knowledge of specific
obstacles in NS-NNS communication and an exceptional ability to elicit
active student participation, the tutors in this study were less
experienced and less flexible in adjusting their speech to the language
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proficiency levels of the students. This inflexibility may have been
responsible for considerable difficulty most NNS students exhibited in
solving the chemistry problem given to them after the tutors' explanation
of the "Mole Method" and their illustration with one example. The
average length of time required to solve the chemistry problem for NNSs
(8.99 minutes per person) were much longer than that for NSs (5.46
minutes per person). For some NNS students, the tutors had to
reexplain the concept and lead them step by step to the final answer.
Two low-level NNS students even failed to solve the problem at all. This
result may partially be attributed to the lack of adjustments in the tutors'
speech to the NNSs, especially the low-level NNS subjects, which might
result from the lack of professional training in teaching for the tutors.
Conclusion
In the field of NS-NNS communication, an experiment was
undertaken to examine the linguistic (input) and discourse (interaction)
adjustments made by native speakers of English in teaching a subject in a
content area to both high-level and low-level nonnative speakers of
English in a one-to-one tutoring situation. Samples of speech between
English-speaking tutors and English-speaking students were also used for
comparable purpose. The study was intended to examine some of the
hypotheses and findings in NS-NNS communication proposed by previous
researchers in a new area of investigation, that of the individual tutoring
situation.
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The two research questions proposed for the current study were:
1. Do inexperienced native speakers naturally make more linguistic and
discourse adjustments to NNSs than to NSs in teaching a subject in a
content area in the tutoring situation? If so. what types of adjustments
do they make?
2. Do native tutors adjust their speech according to the level of language
proficiency of their interlocutors?
Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used for analysis of
linguistic and interactional variables identified in the data of the present
study. Two major findings emerge from this experiment. First, while
there is ample evidence for differences between speech directed to NSs
and NNSs, there exist only limited differences between talk addressed to
high-level and low-level nonnative subjects. Second, considerably more
adjustments are made for linguistic variables than for interactional
variables.
Such findings may partially be attributed to the limitations of the
current study. First, the distinction between high-level and low-level
nonnative students is based on their TOEFL scores, which reflect
listening, grammar, and reading comprehension ability, whereas the
tutors' evaluation of NNS language proficiency was mainly based on the
latter's speaking ability demonstrated in the three-minute free talk
before the tutoring. This discrepancy and the limited time of contact
between the tutors and the nonnative students made it very difficult for
the tutors to make an accurate judgement of the nonnative students'
language proficiency. Second, the design of the experiment was basically
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a one-way task in which the tutors dominated the whole process and the
students talked very little, although they had been encouraged to express
their ideas and ask questions when they did not understand. The task
design was not favorable for exchange of information and interaction
between the interlocutors. This probably explains why considerably more
adjustments were made for linguistic variables than for interactional
variables. Third, the study involved only a small number of subjects. With
more subjects, other trends observed here might become significant.
Fourth, the manifested difficulties of some NNSs in solving the chemistry
problem might not have resulted from their low language proficiency, but
rather from their deficiency in math calculation. A pre-test of math
proficiency before the actual experimentation would have excluded those
subjects of low math proficiency from and thus the results of the study
could be interpreted with more confidence. In addition, a post-analysis
of the video-taped talk with the graduate teaching assistants would have
helped the researcher understand the tutoring sessions better.
Therefore, more research is called for on native speakers' adjustments to
nonnative students in the tutoring situation. Future research should take
into consideration such factors as task design, setting, personal attributes
and sex difference of the subjects to discover their possible influence on
the adjustments NSs make in communication with NNSs.
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APPENDIX 1. QUESTIONNAIRES
A. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GRADUATE TEACHING ASSISTANTS
Name:
Sex: 1. Male 2. Female
Status: 1. Graduate Student in Master's Program
2. Graduate Student in Ph.D Program
How long have you been in the graduate program of the Chemistry
Department at ISU?
Are you a teaching assistant in the Chemistry Department now?
l.Yes 2. No
Were you a teaching assistant in the Chemistry Department before?
1. Yes 2. No
How long have you been a teaching assistant in the Chemistry
Department?
What are the courses you have taught in the Chemistry Department?
Do you have any previous teaching or tutoring experience to international
students?
1. Yes. very much 2. Yes, but a little 3. No
Do you have any previous experience to communicate with nonnative
speakers of English?
1. Yes, very much 2. Yes, but a little 3. No
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B. QXJESTIOPfNAIRE FOR NATIVE STUDENTS
Name:
(Last Name) (First Name)
Sex: 1. Female 2. Male
Age:
Department/Major:
Length of Time in College:
Home Address & Tel.:
Campus Address & Tel:
Did you have chemistry courses at high school?
l.Yes 2. No
Did you have or are you having chemistry courses at the college level?
l.Yes 2. No
If you are chosen to participate in the project, are you willing to help?
l.Yes 2. No
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C. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NONNATIVE STUDENTS
Name:
Sex:
Status:
Age:
(Last Name)
1. Female
1. Graduate
Department/Major:
Native Country:
Native Language:
Length of Time in the U.S.:
Length of Time Learning English:
Length of Time in lEOP:
TOEFL Scores (Latest):
(First Name)
2. Male
2. Undergraduate
English Placement Test Scores in lEOP ( Latest):
Home Address & Tel. (Ames):
Did you have chemistry courses at high school?
l.Yes 2. No
Did you have or are you having chemistry courses at the college level?
l.Yes 2. No
If you are chosen to participate in the project, are you willing to help?
l.Yes 2. No
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APPENDIX II. STUDENT CONSENT FORM
You are invited to participate in a study of the discourse between
native and nonnative speakers of English. It is hoped that the results of
this study will be useful to future ESL classroom teaching.
If you agree to participate in the study, please sign your name on
this form. However, if for any reason you wish to withdraw, you are free to
do so at any time without prejudice. Your performance in this study vdll
be kept confidential. Reports of this research will not use the names of
the people participating in it.
Thank you very much for your help.
Printed Name:
Signed Name:
Date:
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APPENDIX m. INFORMATION FORMS
A. INFORMATION FOm/L FOR GRADUATE TEACHING ASSISTANTS
You are invited to participate in a study of the discourse between
native speakers and non-native speakers of English. It is hoped that the
results of the study will be useful to future ESL classroom teaching.
In completing the task, you will follow these instructions:
a. Teach a basic concept in chemistry at the freshman level to three
students at Iowa State University: one American undergraduate
student, one international undergraduate student, and one
international student learning English in the Intensive English
Orientation Program. All of them have had chemistry courses in high
school, but none of them have taken any college-level chemistry
courses. You will teach them on the same afternoon one after the
other in the same order listed above.
b. You will sit side by side with the student in front of a video camera.
Your talk will be both video-taped and audio-taped.
c. Before your teaching, you will spend about three minutes getting
acquainted with the student.
d. You will teach the topic "Mole Method" chosen from Chemistry by
Raymond Chang (1984) (see attached handout). You will need to
explain the method in a simple and easily understood way, illustrate it
with Problem 1 (see attached handout) and then ask the student to
solve a similar problem using Problem 2 (see attached handout). You
don't have to explain all the four steps listed on the handout "Mole
Method". You can decide what to include, what to exclude, and how
91
to teach the material. But you have to use the same content and the
same problems for all the three students.
e. Feel free to use paper, pen and drawings to facilitate the teaching.
f. You may spend about 5 to 10 minutes to explain "Mole Method" and
Problem 1. Then you should give the student about 5 to 10 minutes to
do Problem 2.
g. The student will be encouraged to talk about portions of your
presentations he/she understands and to ask questions about anything
he/she does not understand.
I estimate that you will spend about 45 to 60 minutes on a single
afternoon in this study.
I believe the results of this study will be useful to future ESL
classroom teaching. In addition, the experience will provide you with
valuable teaching practice to both native and nonnative speakers of
English.
If you decide to participate in this study, I hope you will be able to
complete the procedures outlined above. However, if for any reason you
wish to withdraw, you are free to do so at any time without prejudice.
Your performance in this study will be kept confidential. It will not in
any way affect your reputation as a Teaching Assistant in your own
department. Reports of this research will not use the names of the
people participating in it. The contents will be removed from the video
tape and the audio-tape by August 31, 1992. Thank you!
Xueru Gheng (292-1139)
Nov. 4, 1992
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B. INFORMATION FORM FOR StJDENTS
You are invited to participate in a study of the discourse between
native speakers and non-native speakers of English. It is hoped that the
results of this study will be useful to future ESL classroom teaching.
In completing the task, you will do the following:
a. First you will spend about 3 minutes to get acquainted with the
Teaching Assistant (TA) from the Chemistry Department.
b. Then you will be taught a basic college-level concept in chemistry by
the TA for about 5 to 10 minutes. He/She will then ask you to solve a
problem. Throughout the teaching, you are encouraged to indicate
portions you understand and to ask questions about anything you do
not understand.
As you work, you will sit side by side with the TA in front of a video
camera. Your talk will be both video-taped and audio-taped.
I estimate that you will spend about 15-20 minutes in this study.
I believe the results of this study will be useful to future ESL
classroom teaching. In addition, if you are an international student, the
experience will provide you with a chance to practice your English with a
native speaker.
If you decide to participate in this study, I hope you will be able to
complete the procedures outlined above. However, if for any reason you
wish to withdraw, you are free to do so at any time without prejudice.
Your performance in this study will be kept confidential. It will not
in any way affect your reputation in your program of study. Reports of this
research will not use the names of the people participating in it. The
contents will be removed from the video-tape and the audio-tape by
August 31, 1992.
If you have questions about the study, I will be happy to discuss
them with you at any time. Thank you again for your help!
Xueru Cheng
(Tel: 292-1139)
Nov. 4, 1992
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APPENDIX IV. MOLE METHOD
3.4. Stoichiometiy
Amounts of Reactants and Products
Stoichiometry deals with the mass relationships of reactants and
products in chemical reactions. The quantitative interpretation of
reactions relies on atomic masses, molecular masses, and the mole
concept. A b^ic question to ask in any stoichiometric calculation is, "If
we know the quantities of the starting materials in a reaction, how much
product will be formed?" There are, of course, various ways to make
such calculations, since the quantities of interest may be expressed in
moles, grams, litres (for gases), or other units. We shall follow a
procedure known as the mole method, which consists of four steps:
1. Obtain the correct formulas of all the reactants and products, and
balance the equation under study.
2. Convert all of the known amounts of the substances into moles.
3. Use the coefficients of the substances in the balanced equation to
calculate the number of moles of the unknown quantities in the
problem.
4. Finally, from the number of moles and the molar masses, calculate the
unknown quantities in number of grams or whatever other units are
required.
Step 1 is obviously a prerequisite to any stoichiometric calculation.
We must know the identities of the reactants and products, and the mass
relationships among them must not violate the law of conservation of
mass. Step 2 is the critical step of converting grams (or other units) of
substances to number of moles. This conversion then allows us to discuss
the consumption of reactants in terms of number of moles only.
To cany put Step 3 we need a balanced equation, which is
furnished by Step 1. The key point here is that the coefficients in a
balanced equation provide us with the ratios in which moles of one
substance react with or form moles of another substance. Step 4 is
similar to Step 2, except that now we are dealing with the unknown
quantities.
(Excerpt from Chemistry by Raymond
Chang. 1984, second edition, p.65)
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APPENDIX V. CHEMISTRY PROBLEMS
Problem 1.
Nitrogen dioxide, NO2. may be formed by the direct combination of
nitrogen, N2. and oxygen. O2. gases. How many moles of NO2 can be
formed by the reaction of 16.0 g of oxygen with sufficient nitrogen?
N2 + 2O2 2NO2
Answer:
Step 1: The molar mass of O2 is 32.0 g; therefore,
1 mol O2
moles of O2 = 16.0 g O2 x = 0.500 mol O2
32.0 g O2
Step 2: Since 2 moles of O2 produce 2 moles of NO2. the number of
moles of NO2 produced is:
2 mol NO2
0.500 mol O2 x = 0.500 mol NO2 .
2 liiol O2
Problem 2.
Hydrogen gas. H2, reacts with oxygen gas, O2, to form water, H2O. The
reaction is:
2H2 + O2 2H2O.
How many moles of O2 are consumed to form 9.00 g of H2O?
Answer:
Step 1: The molar mass of H2O is 18.0 g; therefore.
1 mol H2O
moles of H2O = 9.00 g H2O x = 0,500 mol H2O
18.0 g H2O
Step 2: Since 1 mole of O2 is consumed to form 2.00 moles of H2O, the
number of moles of O2 consumed to form 0.500 mol H2O is:
1 mol O2
0.500 mol H2O X = 0.250 mol O2 .
2.00 mol H2O
